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ABSTRACT

an

lThis study was implehented at St. Petersburg Junior
College ‘to determine: (1) if the faculty; professional,
career and upper level supervisors' perceptioﬁs and expec;‘
tations of the organigationallclimate.were congruent, and *
(2) what did the first level supervisors believe their sub-
: ordlnates' percepqlons of the climate to be while projecting
their own expectatlons The L1kert Prof11e of Organlzatlonal
Climate, Form T, instrument was used to test the perceptlons
and expectations of 150 St. Petersburg.Junlor College per-"
sonnel. .

Based on a 63.3% response, it was found that percep-
tions and expectations were incongruent. The instructional
personnel viewed the organization as funetion%ng in System
2, with expectations of System 4; first level eupefvisorsv
predieated their subordinatesf perceptions to be System 2
while their own expectatiens were System 4; upper level sup- .
ervisors' perceptlons were System 3 wh11e expectatlons
 were in System 4; and career employees percelved a System 3
while.expettations were in System 4. Professional personnel
perceived fhe institeeion ae'a'high System 2 with expecta-
tions of System 4. | v

It*was:recommended fhat;.(l) the data be fed back to
" the participants, preeident and his staff, (2) a series of
'Orgaﬁization Development intervehtions be_planﬁed as:- a way

o

of focusing human energy toward specific, desired outcomes.
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as a way of managing change, and (3) that the ciimate be
tested every six months using Likert's Profile of Organiza-

°

tional Climate.

INTRODUCTION

Robert' Presthus (32:61-81) has posited that our

society, in contrast to earlier societies, is an organiza-

" tional society. We are born in organizations;.gdgcated by

»

organizations, and most of us spend a good share of our

. | .
lives working for organizations.  Further, it -can be said

that organizations are not new, for the pyramids.were burlt
by the Pharaoh's organizationé, as great irrigatibn systems
were constructed by arganizations<of the emperors of China.
Modern organizations have gone from the Classical
formal approach perhaps more appropriately ca11ed Scien-

tific Management,‘to the Human Relations approach. It has

been suggested that the latter was a reaction to the former.

- Elton Mayo is generally recognized as the father of the

Human Relations approach with other recognized contrlbutors

being Kurt Lewin and, somewhat indirectly, John Dewey.

The Human Relations approach assumed a correlation
between the most satisfyiné)organization and the mpgt effi-
cient. Whereas, the "rational" organization, viewed as
being cold and.formal.'cauid'not be seen as being‘conducive

to having happy employees. In short, the Hﬁman Relations

school pointed to a perfect'halance between'organization's

goals and the worker's needs. It is upon that balance that

&
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this investigation was made.

Proponents of Scientific Managenent and Human Rcla-
tions havc, in years past, focused their attention almost
exclusively on organizations such as industries, banks,
insurance companies, and other busincsses. Recently, there
has been an increased interest in analyzing such diverse
.organigations as prisons, educational°institutions, and the'
Communistic Party as versus the Catholic Church..

This transition from one nork arena to others and.
the shift from the Scientific Management approach to the ..
Human Relations school has produced some traumatic results.
For 1nstance, in the trad1tional and bureaucratic organiza?
tions, 1nfluence .and power were exercised acc01d1ng to posi-
tion and role. Authority was clear and, in a large part,
impersonal. The "rules of the game" werevunderstood“and
accepted by organization members without undue debate; i. e.,
the faculty taught and the administration made the dec151ons.

Worldwide and local developments have tended to
change the traditional, stable ways of.working. These
changes have operated in such a way to erode traditional
patterns of authority and the acceptance of authority The

- power of faculty unions and other organized groups has tended
to interrupt the chain of command and to create an 1ndepen—
dent power center which cannot be influenced by the simple
exercise of assigned authority{ Additionally, significant
differencesiin Values between generations (the'students and

"administration) have tended to“erode‘consensus about the

7




"rules of the game.'":

These and other developments all require of admin-
istration . that they be able to influénce‘others in ways
which go beyond the exercige of simple. authority and posi-
tional power. ‘

With this new development, there has come the in- )
evitable analysis. That is, how does the institution
analyze and see itseif, and hOW‘doeg it go about making
changes so that it becomes a more viable organization?

However, some people resist changg; some hold the
keys to it, whilélothers'adﬁit the need for néw ways, but
don't know how or where to begin. What kind of management
can ease the inevitable,paiﬁ and tap the talént, energy,
and knowledge of its employees? Albrook (1:166-170)lh§s.v
noted that the r?cipe is elusive ;nd,‘increasingly, busi-
ness has turned to the academic world for help,'barticularly
to the behavioral scientists. |

For pUrposes‘ofhthis study, it can be asked "How

~do the St. Petersburg Junior College personnel perceive the
organlzatlon and what are their expectations relative to
characteristics normally descriptive of the organization?"
Secondly, "If there is a variance between the twol what
difficulties does .this tause and wﬁat.can be done about
‘these djfficulfiés9"

All the act1V1t1es of any organlzatlon are determlned
énd 1n1t1ated by 1nd1v;duals who make up that organlzatlon.

. Of all the tasks to be done,~manag1ng the human resources‘

8
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' 5
of the orgunization is the central task. It is also the most
important task. 4

Theorists have for years attempted to measure aud
evaluate which management of human resources appfoach was
best. One approach that has been reportedly successful is an

instrument developed by Dr. Rensis Likert (23) and presented

in his book, The Human Organization. ' The instrument measures

seven organizational variables (51 items) along a continuum.

The seven organizational variables (1eadership}pro-
cesscs, motivational forces, communication, interaction-
influence processes, decision making, goal setting, and con-
trol processes) cover the speutrum'of orgénizational anaiy-
sis.

The instrument was sent to 150 administrative (upper/
1ower level supervisors), professional (including instruc-
tional), and career personnel Part1c1pants were asked to
respond to each 1tem as they percelved the organlzatlon and
what were the1r expectations of the organization. Anonymlty.

of part1c1pants was scrupulously observed,
BACKGROUND AND SIGNIFICANCE

Management pructice is being increaéingly influenced
by behavioral science research in the areas of group dynam-
ics, problem solving, -and decision making. According to-
Zalkind (38%218-235), one aspect of behaviof which has not
been fully emphasized is the process of perception. ' Admin-

istrators must be continuously aware of the intricacies of

9



J’ . b
perceptions and the perceptual process.. Awuréncss of indi-
viduals' (faculty, carcer employees, etc.) perception and
the perceptual process may preclude arbxtrary and categori-
cal judgments and lead to encouraging reliable data before
judgmdnts are made.

When perception is compared EBMexpectations (that
are different by a significant magnitude),'the situation is
obviously a volatile one.

The differences between perceptions and expectations
could result in intergroup conflict. Warren H. Sghmidt
(36:5-6) suggests that cohflict can be viewed positively or
negatively. Positive outcomes include better ideas, peoﬁle
f;rced to clarify their views, and tension stimulated inter-
est and creativity. The negative outcomes are that people
and departments start to consider only their own narrow in-
terests. Add;tlonally, the distance between peOple is in-
creased, people and departments that needed to cooperate,
now act1ve1y or pa551ve1y fail to develop as a team.

What structure of governance can best cOpe Wlth the
differencé—ln perception and expectation? No structure, be
it bureaucratic, collegial,‘or‘political, as defined by
Baldridgé (3:25), can be viewed as the "best" until anlevaiu-
ation is made bf the present governance structure. Gross
and Watt (15:112-115) posited that the first phase of struéﬂ
tural ynange is determlnlng what is to be changed and Doak

(10: 367 371) called for the assessment of organlzatlonal

climate f1rst.

10
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How does the nonsupervision porceive tho organization?
What are their expectations? The same quostions%can be asked
ofjthe supervisory personnel. A method of détorﬁining per-
ceptions and expectations was to survey the St. Petersburg
Junior College with an instrument that relates leadership
bchavior to orgaﬁizational characteristics. It was posited
that a survey is a viable means of accurately determining the
CllMdtC of an organization. Parton (31:486) has stated that
surveys, on the whole, tend to correlate fairly closely with
overt behavior, official records, or data secured through
coreful experiments.

Review of thelliterature relative to separate char-
acteristics, i.e., goals, decision making, communlcatlon,
change, etc.. were found and appropriate reference to and
comment on them are found in the discussion of thié report.

In addition, generic data relative to perceptions and expec-
tations were evident.

Similarly, review of the literature relative to
organizational climate and, more specifically, Likert's
Organization Profile were found. - )

However,, the aveilable research can only help explain
or reinforce the’ behavior at St. Petersburg Junior College,
it cannot delincate the perceptions and expectatlons of the.
personnel. When the St. Petersburg Junior College adm1n1;-
tration was .contacted in contemplation of the study, they

offered cooperatlon and encouragement The'administfatibn,

espec1a11y Pre51dent Bennett and Director of Educat10na1

o
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8
Planning and Reseourch, Dr, Steophens, saw the Instrument as a
moans of monitoring any changes in percoptions over periods:

of time. .

PROCEDURES

Kerlinger (19:351-352) states that any step-by-step
desigh can-obviously suffer from: (a) a plethora of informa-
tion, to (b) minimal information. This research presented
adequate information while delineating the process, for de-
sign research is data discipline.

It was the intent of the investigator to impose con-
trolled restricfions on observatiqnsvof what has been called
natural phenomena. The investigator‘recognized that no
design can satisfy all criteria énd attempted to satisfy as
many as bossible; “ |

”The instrument, Form T, "Profile of Organizatioﬁdl
Characteristics," (Appendix'k), was admini;tered to a pilot
group of six to determlne the time requlred to complete the
survey. It was not deemed necessary, because of the recog-
nizéd va11d1ty and re11ab111tx of the instrument, to "test"
the instrument. :‘ ' . -

_ In a discussion with the Director of Educational
Research and the President of the St. Petersburg\JLnior Col- )
lege, it was mutually decided that the survey was" to be
conducted under ‘the auspices of the Junior College \ The in-
tent was. to conduct a longltudlnal study over a three year

o

period using the first- survey as” a data base.

i
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The populatlon studled conslsted of the follow1ng
‘(1) pres1dent (2) upper 1eve1 supervisor, (3) first level
supervisor, (4) profe551ona1 (1nc1ud1ng 1nstruct10na1), and
.(5) career serv1ce personnel Partlc;pants in 1, 2, 4, |
" and 5 were asked to respond to 51 items as to how did they
'bperceive the organization “ndW”:(ﬁ) and hon~they would like "
to perceive organizationai. behav1or and be willing to work .
'>for that obJectlve in the "future" (F) F1rst level super;
g v1sors were asked to de11neate the1r perception of the
1nst1tut10n "now'" (N). and the faculty s perceptlon (P), that
is, how did they perce1ve their subord1nates would answer
the-iten. .(Appendlx ‘B - Special Instructions to respond-'
;ents,) . . o Ly : : :

:On February 10, 1976 the 1nstrument was mailed. to

‘l‘

a representatlve sample (N = 150) of upper 1eve1 supervi- _
fsors, first level” superv1sors, profe551ona1 and career per-
sonnel. “ |

N Adm1n1strat10n of the 1nstrument was-on a nonprob-
~ability, Volunteer sample of the target admlnlstratlon and -
faculty members Spec1f1ca11y, 100% of the superv1sory/
adm1n1strat1ve employees, and }b9 of the 1nstruct10na1 and
carcer serV1ce employees were surveyed A cover letter
delincating 1nstruct10ns, w1th a ﬁebruary 20, 1976 return
.date, was attached to each survey. A follow-up 1etter dated;
February 27, 1976, was sent to all part1c1pants The letter .
expres:ed:apprec1at10n for the respondents’,cooperatlon and

requested that those who had not responded, do so. . Initial .



responses amounted to 6352%.of the sample selectedff
fMostnadministrators and instructors throughout the
'*country have participated in a research project, but.thelr-
apparent-cooperativeness often belies.hidden reticence and;
cyn1c1sm about the research process and the usefulness of l
the results Data collected from questlonnalres at t1mes_
have not been useful to schoOl people. McElvaney (29:113)
has observed that the results often are not fed back ‘and
even if’ they are, they are.: d1ff1cult to understand and use.

Some of these Same: shortcomlngs plague St. Petersburg
Junlor College To avold these shortcom1ngs, respondents
were encouraged to request the results These requests w1ll”
'be honored for thlS feedback can become the first Organlza-
tion- Development 1nterventlon of many to come in ‘the next few
_years. .

This proJect began w1th the assumptlon that 1t is
essent1al to help the college become fundamentally health1er
.rather than help solve only short- term problems It was,anf;
attempt to go deeper, to improve the capac1ty, the.best
capacity, ‘of the college to survive and -cope more adeQuately.
"with change. | " . | o

| It was anticipated that.there would be a différence
between thc perce1ved” and "expectcd;—responses Secondly,
it was ant1c1pated that the first level superv151on s pre-
dication of the1r subordlnates response would be in con-

gruence with thelr subord1nates. In addition, it is conjec- -

tured that should the dlfference between perceived and

14
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expccted~response5'not be'resolved or at least addressed,
the "end ‘result'" will be those negatlve aspects associated
"'w1th a failing organlzat1on 1nclud1ng destructive conflict
between the h1erarch1es | |

It is notfsuggested»that adninistration ahonld seek
the situation in which eVery difference in St.HPetersburg
Junior College is resolved.' Argyr1s (2:7) suggests a certa1n
degree of 1ncongruence may be "healthy "It is hlS hypothe-
sis that incongruence in the organ1zat10n can- prov1de ‘for a
~continued challenge which, as 1t 1s fulfllled will tend to
help those associated Wlth .the organlzatlon enhance the1r
own. growth and develop the organization that W111 tend to be
V1able and effective. J A | | |

What is 1mportant is to recognlze and understand the:
nature of the 1ncongruence and be in a p051t10n to.move in
the d1rect10n of resolving 1t

‘The St. Petersburg Junior College'has-been searching‘

for a meane to monitor: (a) the effect of management develon-:
ment, and (b) organization change. It was assnmed that,the |
Likert scale could serve ‘these purposes, for_it‘has been
‘utilized many years in bu51ness industry, and most reéently
in educatlonal 1nstitutions.' - '

The plan, as developed by the Director of Educational
Planning and Research and endorsed by the.PreEldent,'was to
monitor on a continulng basis, various dimensions represented

'in the instrument ThlS 1nVolvement is in keeplng w1th the

phllosophy of Neff (30 23- 33) that it is 1mportant for the i'

15
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client system to be actiyely.involyed from the start.

Compar1son of data, observation of changes, etc., 1is
v1rtually unl1m1ted Future l1m1tat1on is merely a function
,of how the compar1son is to - be made

Apart from the fact that each researcher has a right
.to choose the iimits of his research; the limitation Of‘his
human f1n1teness is 1mposed on,any investigator. He cannot’
do everything. The reported "perceptions" and .""expectations''
of the "intervening variables' transend the St. Petersburg |
Junior College. :

‘For the St. Petersburg Junior Ccllege it becomes a
data base and a "jumping off" point for any anticipated
change For those outs1de the Jun1or College it can become

a source of data. comp.: %+ on for any replication of the survey

“.

in their_institution.

In order to more fully appreciate the findings and
.conclus1ons, a relat1vely few terms (systems Variables; and
0D} should be expla1ned | “

Likert has def1ned the character1st1cs of four dif-
ferent management systems based on comparat1ve analys1s The
systems are arranged on a cont1nuum from' (1) Explo1t1ve .
Author1tat1ve, to (2) Benevolent Author1tat1ve to (3) Con-i
'sultatlve, to (4) Part1c1pat1ve' | -

The f1rst two systems rely pr1mar1ly upon. . McGregor [
(27) Theory X assumptlons about human behavior wh11e the last
two rely on varying degrees upon Theory Y assumpt1onsf |

Richardson, Blocker and Bender have summarized the .

! . -
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behavioral differences génerated'within‘each of the four éys—
tems and a brief.review‘of.the two polaf systems willrérovide
some insight to these diffefencés.'

System 1 —.Exploitive Authoritative

The motivational forces used are related to economic
security with some attention to status. The indi-
vidual derives little satisfaction from the achieve-
ment of institutional objectives and the sense of
responsibility for such objectives diminishes as one
moves downward in the organization. .The direction .
of communication is primarily downward. Upward com--
munication is distorted. There is little understand-
ing between superiors and subordinates.. The inter- -
action-influence process is designed to maximize the
position of superiors, although the objective may not
be achieved to the degree desiredidue to inherent -
- limitations: in*the assumptions madé about motivational
7 . forces. Subordinates perceive their position as.
powerless~t¢. éffect change. The decision making- pro-.-
cess- involves little influénce from subordinates due
both to the inadequacy of upward communication and -
the downward-direction of the interaction-influence
process. - Decisions may be made at higher levels than
where the greatest expertise exists. Lecision making
is not used. to influence values or -to encourage moti-
vation. Goals are established at the highest - levels
‘and impressed upon the remainder of the organization.
In consequence, it is normal for a highly developed,
informal organization to exist, which frequently
works in opposition to ‘the formal organization. Per-
formance chdracteristics include mediocre produc- .
tivity, excessive absence and turnover, and difficulty
in enforcing quality standards. - ' .

System 4 - Participative Group
Full use is made .of economic, ego, and self- .
fulfillment motives through group involvement in
setting goals, improving methods, and appraising - '
success. Satisfaction is relatively high throughout
the organization based upon identification with the
progress of the group and the growth of. the individ-
ual. Communication moves upward, downward, and
laterally, with little distortion and few errors.
Superiors and subordinates have accurate perceptions
of the characteristics and needs of each other. -
There is a substantial degree of interaction and
influence exercised by all levels within the organi-

zation. Subordinates feel that they exercise -

12
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considerable influcnce over organizational direction
and objectives.’ Decision. making occurs throughout
the organization and includes the use of overlapping

* Broups ‘to ensure that decisions are made with the
invclvement of all who have something to contribute,
‘as well as taking place at the point within the
organization where the greatest degree of expert
epinion may be brought to bear. Decision making en-
courages team work and cooperation. Goals are
established through group participation and are
largely internalized by all participants ‘within the
organization. .The informal and formal organization
tend to be one and the same, since the adaptive
orientation of the organization tends to change
Structure in the direction of the needs of both indi-
viduals and the organization. Productivity is high,
turnover and abserteeism is low, Group members pro-
vide _substantial control over the quality of their
own efforts through the group interactive process. .
(35:102-103) . :

Likert (24f28-29) haé delineated three vériablesf-
causal, intervening, and end‘result Wi%h éuﬁsequent.defini-
tions.“ The "causal" varigblesfarelinaepéndent variablesh
which determinenfhe.course of Hevelopﬁe?ts within~an'organi-.
zatibn_and the fesults achieyed:by the organization. - Tﬁése
causal Variébles_inCIu&e only those indépendéht'f%riables
which can be altered or changed by the organization and its |
maﬁageﬁent; These include the structure éf the organization
and managemeht's policies;'decisions andkleadership strate-
gies,lskills, and beﬂafior.

The "interféning" variables reflect the iqternél
state and health of the organization; e.g;&_the'ioyalties,
attitudes,'motivations, performance éoals, and perceptions
~of all members and their collec;ive'capacity for effective
interaction, communication,.aﬁd decision making. . |

The '"end result" variables. are dependent variables

Ta
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15
which reflect the'achievements‘of the organization,'such as
its productivity, costs, rrrap'loss and earnings. |

F1na11y, 0oD (Organlzatlon Development) has. been
described by Bennis (5:2- 3) as the response to change a
'complex educatlonal strategyllntended~to change the beliefs
att1tudes, Values, and structure uf organlzat1ons SO that
they can better adapt to new challenges and the dizzying rate

of change. ot

RESULTS

It was ant1c1pated that the survey data, collected
from responses to L1kert s Prof11e of Organ1zatlona1 Charac~
ter1st1cs, would show that perceptions and expectat1ons of
the organ12at1ona1 c11mate would be 1ncongruent -Data from )
all- respondents offer confirmation of this hypothesis. (See .
Figure 1.) |

"It is evident.that thevrespondents-Niewed the insti-
'tutlon as.’a System 3 Consultative style of management W1th
System 2 attr1butes in the areas of dec1s1on mak1ng and per-
formance. The 1dea1 style was seen as System 4. Thus,, there
iap;eared to be substant1a1 agreement dmong organizational |
levels-that System 4—-Participative Group--would be the ideal-
management style, yet the actual system was seen as being
more Consultative or Benevolent Autocratic . The proflles in
F1gure 1 are similar to those found in L1kert s stud1es lt-

suggests. that, in terms of Likert' s theory, the St "Peteérs-

burg Junlor College h1erarchy may be using managemert systems

19



N~ Section One
. Item no. 1-12
Q:ganizational
—_ Variable:
1, Leadership proceasee used

. Superiors have confidence and .
trust in subordinates

N, o

Subordinates have confidence,
trust in supervisors

Superiors dieplay eupportive
behavior- .

>

- GRAPHIC PROFILE OF CRGANTZATTORAL

_Subordinates feel free to have|

'+ discussions with superiors

-Subordinates"' ideao/opinions
requeeted -and used

‘2. Character of motivntional
N forces‘
therlying motivea tapped

e

Hknner in which motives .are
-~ md K .

o

Jltticuden toward orgnnizecion
and its goals. .

Motivationnl forces conflict/
ceinforce oxe another ’

Rcsponsibility felt by member
<for achieving organization's
goals
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not very different from those used by organizatiens ih the
United States (Buttetfield 8:15-23). |

Only a brief comment is_necessary'regarding the first

’ [

level supervisors® ptediction of their subordinates' percep-
tion. Figure 1 shows that the two had- an apparent congruence.

A further display of the data, in the form of respor-
ses from specific groups, suggest a modification of “the abevet
observations. A brief‘preview can be seen in the profes- .
sional responses. Their responses tenaed to follow the defi-
nition of"System 2, with'some_tendency to occasionelly
reeyOnd in the manner of. System 3.- A more def1n1t1ve inter-
pretation of the other perceptlons showed more 1ncongrueﬁce
Spec1f1ca11y, Figure 2 dlsplays the data as seen: by d1ffer-
ent h1erarch1ca1 groups, i.e., upper. level superv151on, first
1cve1 supervision, 1nstructiona1 and career sefvice empioyees.

Figure 2 :does not show any change in the—dlfferent
groups} expeftatlons A1] groups viewed System 4 as be1ng
‘the ideal organlzatlon ‘

However, the prof11e of the institution takes on new

m°an1ng ‘when the perceptlons of. the d1fferent 1nterest groups

‘are dlsplayed - A general observatlon m1ght be that the o

superv151on and career serv1ce personnel perce1ved the insti-|

ltutlon as being somewhat mo*=_consultat1ve than the’total

sample-populatjbﬁ. Conversely, the faculty viewed the insti-

tution as being more ‘autocratic. ' '
| When a comparieon of each éroup's View; of the indi-

vidual variables was made, the differences became more
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visible. SpecifiCally, the following can be seen:

- Leadership. The faculty's confidence and trust in

thcir superiors was in.thellower portion of System 2" and
approaches System‘1--Exp10itive Authoritative That is, the
faculty expressed only 'some" and p0551b1y "Very 11tt1e" con-
_f1dence and trust in their supervision. Another extreme was
that the upper level superv1s1on viewed the1r behaV1or as
:belng supportive. Their v1ews were in the upper d1men51on of
System 3 and approaching System 4--Part1c1pat1ve. Upper

level superv151on be11eved their behavior was at least sup-
portive in a moderate number of situations. Conversely, the
,faculty V1ewed the behav1or as being less supportive in the‘

m1d range of System 2--Benevolent Authoritative " The. faculty

perceived their superiors behav1or as being supportive in

only a few 51tuat10ns This item (supportive behav1or) dis-'w
‘“plays one of the 1argest 1ncongruence in perceptions of upper
1eve1 superv151on and faculty groups.

Motivatlon The largest d1fference in perceptions
between faculty and upper level- superv151on was in the items
in wh1ch motives are tapped and the manner . 1n which motives
are used. The faculty perceived the 1nst1tut10n as 1unc-'
tioning in mid-range of System 2. The ‘upper 1eve1 superv1-
sion v1ewed their behav1or in the m1d—range of System 3
Stated more spec1f1ca11y, the faculty perceived potent1a1
punishment with no involvement. The upper level supervision
yiewed.only occasionai punishment"and seme.involvement. The

first level supervisors' perception of the institution‘s&ﬁ.:
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behavior morc closely matched the faculty's perception in
regard to "motives tapped." Conversely,'the'first level
.supervisor related more with the upper level supervisor in
regard to how motives are used.. |

Communication. Supervision and career service

employees viewed thelflow df.communiCation both.down and up,
System 3. Conversely, the faculty viewed the direction .as
being'”mostly downwardff-system 2. Supervision perceived
‘their behavior as being one of sharing¥information and ans-
*woring most questions--System 3.’ The facultyfand career
service employees perceived that'they were'the recipients.
of only information supervisors feit-they needed-—SvstemIZ

~ All groups agreed that the adequacy and accuracy of the side-
ward commun1catlon was from fair to good--System 3. The
career serv1ce employees perce1ved a closeness to their
superiors and that the superlors understood their Problems--.
System 3.‘ The superiors agreed with this perception. How-
-ever, the faculty's perception was_that,of,supervision not
fullyiunderstanding their‘problems and that they were only
moderately close'psychologically to,each other--System 2.

Interactlon Influence Process. The faculty: postu-

lated that the1r superV151on saw the faculty's goal influence
as. borderlng on System 2 and 3 (a sllght amount to a moderate

amount of 1nf1uence) Superv1s1on S perception was one of a

moderate amount'of subordinate influence--System 3-- and pos-

siblv a great deal of influence--System 4. However” the fac-

ulty perce1ved the1r influence as. be1ng re1at1ve1y 11tt1e--t

s
i
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System 2.

' Decision Making. All groups agreed that.the "deoision

1

.makers' were aware of some and unaware of other lower level
5roblemsj-System Zl. The upp%r'level superVision perceived ;
that much of the technical/professional knowledge available .
is higher, middle, and'lower levels was being used in deci-
sion making--System 3. Career service, first level supervl-r
sion and- faculty dlsagreed’w1th this. perception and’ percelved
?that only the technlcal/profe551onal knowledge avallable in

' hlgher and middle levels was used--System 2.

l

Goal Setting. Superv151on ‘and career service.

employees perce1ved goals be1ng set and orders 1ssued after
dlscu551on with subordlnates--System 3. The faculty per- |
ceived they '""may or may not'" be given the opportnnity to
comment--System 2. All groups agreed that high .goals are
sought by higher levels, but with occasional'resistaﬁie by -
lower levels;-System 3. | |

Control Evaluation. This tharacterlstlc conta1ned

the largest congruence with all groups.

Performance Goals and Training Upper level super-

vision percelved that they received "qu1te a bit" of manage-

ment tra1n1ng-—System 3. Conversely, the other groups per~

iZ.' . R IR
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D'ISCUSSION—IMPLI(;‘ATIOIS RECOMMENDATIONS
; -The study of Organizational Characteristics found
some notentlally volatlle areas. warrant addltlonal dlSCUS-
~L91on ‘Specifically in the area of Leadershlp, the faculty
perce}ued some to very little confidence in their superlors.
.Thls attitude could be dysfunctional to St Petersburg Junlor’
College, for the superior gains comm1tment and power from hlS
followers only if they trust h1m._ This consent can be w1th-
:drawn and he will lose his power if, hlS followers do not
trust him:. Lev1nson (22) has written" that a leader is pomer-
less w1thout the trust of hlS ‘followers and where there is no
trust there is no commitment. Without. comm1tment, it becomesc
| d1ff1cult toiafrpetuate the institution vis-a- Vlsolts goals.,
- If the goals 'of the St. Petersburg gunlor College are not
supported and accomplished, then -it can over time slip into
mediocrity.‘ This leuel of excellence has long range monetar;
and academ1c 1mp11catlons by way of lower enrollments and
yfaculty turnover. w@ .
When the faculty s perception of lack of trust in
the1r superiors is coupled with a lack of Vlsable supportive
behavior, institutional perpetu1ty is in jeopardy. -
In regard to Communlcatlon, it can be conjecturcd
that thlS characterlstlc, like that of Leadersh:p, infliuences
the other characterlstlcs.- The communication channel; as
perceived by the faculty, has a heavy'domngard direction@uith;_

barriers precluding upmard flow. Howard (T7:1ol13) has

32
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posited that barriers in'the communication channel separate
groups into competing, hostile camps. Further, it'is impor-
tant that each group within the 1nst1tution must be 1nvolved
in shaping that part of the institution which effects them
most. | )

Since the faculty perceived their superiors as not
,fu ly understanding their problems, the faculty sees little
oppRrtunity in shaping their part of the institution.

.As_delineated in the results section,-career service,
employees, faculty and first level supervision perceive that
their technical/profe551onal expertise was not being ut1-'
lized in the dec151on making process. The faculty perceived
that: (1) the 1nformat10n for dec151on making was both
inadequate and inaccurate, and (2) they had little or no
1nfluence in the decision making process |

Cooper and Wood (9:127-134) in.a research study ofﬂd
forty laboratory groups; each consisting of three members,
found that perceived intraéroup'influence and satisfaction
were“greatest with complete participation inlthe oecisionf
making process. Complete participation was termed involve—
ment in the generation, evaluation and choice phases. With
partial participation, 1nfluence and satisfaction were
groatest in the choice phase | y |

It can be posited that the lack of perceived faculty |
‘1nput can be viewed as the faculty not being satisfied and

subsequently not motivated. The result is a lack. of 1nput

and subsequently a dysfunctional organization. As Simon
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(37: 52) has wrltten, any system of governance depends on’
people who are W1111ng to work together in a sp1r1t of mutual
respect. , _ |

It is posited, that as Hilling (16:16-17) found, the
faculty need not run the instituticn but that they mﬁst be -
assured that they are valuable members of the c011eg1ate
team, '

In broad terms ft can be said that the?facelty as a
whole . aspired to a System 4 (Participative Management), while
perceiving the 1nst1tut10n at the Very best - ‘a System 2 | |
(Benevolent Author1tat1ve) and even possibly a System 1 .
(Exploitive Author1tat1ve) climate.

In all probability, it is somewhat ﬁhrea11St1c to
Jmhave the administration accept these expectatlons--at 1east

Within a reasonably short perlod of time. The greater the
. delay, of course, the greater the probab111ty ‘and degree of
' conflict.f March and Simon (26 119- 121) have dlscussed the
existence of positive felt need for joint decision making;
and expectation as related to the perceived 51tuat10n with
an observation that where perceptlons and expectations.are

'not congruent, the result is 1ntergroup conflict.

The perceptlon of a11 groups that high goals are .
sought by hlghel hierarchial levels but Wlth occa51ona1 re-
sistance by lower 1eve15 is in keeplng with Leslie's study
Leslie. (21:50Q- -62) found that the faculty s attitude tOWard

the goals of the1r 1nst1tut10n was best descrlbed as amblva-

lent.
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. The obvious implicuation is that it ds more‘difficult
L: for the 1nst1tut10n to become a better organlzatlon if it can
not meet its goals. The assumption is that the goals are
intended ‘to improwve- the  institution.

The finéi characteristic of tfaining is attached
(approﬁriately so) to Perfopménce Goals. It can be postu-
lated that the institutidn,is in a period of stress and as
Richardson (33:306) has nofed, during such periods greater
emphasis is placed on sfaff deveidpment. .Hence the positioh
that 1ower'1eve1 supervision, faculty and nonadministrative
.pénsonnel perceive.the need for training. |

What is needed is feédbach on behavorial perceptions
followed by pefceived behavorial change. hor a§ Bartz
(4:160) has w11tten, ‘feedback is of little pract1ca1 use
udless it results in perceived behavor1a1 change.

-Most organlzaplons today typlcally ‘exhibit behavior
which would be éhafécterized as immature or pathoiogicai in
individuals. Fordyce and Weil (12:8-16) have verbally
described the béhaviofal'qualities as being rebelliousness,
dependency, defensiveness, and nar;ownessbof perspective.
Pictorially they have described an unhealthy organization
(Figure 3) whére a tremendous amount of energy pours into the
system uﬁ'one.end, but the redl outpuf dribbles out a pipctfe.
Most of 'the strenggh;'talent,fwisdow,'and.force of people is

dissipatéd_internally.
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Lnergy In

nergy Out

Figure 3

Unhcalthy Organization

The unhecalthy organization often gets in its own way,
steps on its toes, and as a result, wastes much of its encrgy
doing things not resulting iﬁ’prgductivc'qutput. OD. has as
its objective to develop orgunizu;ibns so that thcrévis a

]‘coordination-with a resulting smoothness of wp;k and gaining
on what each of its parts could accomplish singlf. OD is the
. procecss of getting questions answered, responsibilitiéé
sharcd,'participafion as versus compctition encouraged so
—ﬁ—ithat this wastcd_ghergy can be straightened out. It helps a
team o;cnly raisc and mutually solve underlying issuéé.
~ There aré a number of,intcrvcntions;which can be uscd
to help-develop the St. Petersburg Janior.Collcgc téam. A
theory advocated by Jack Gibb'(13:284F287) states there afe
four k;y arcas which can bec manipulated by an organization:
climate, data flow, gbnl,fofmntion Procaﬁs and,controis.-
f The behavior mnnifesté&vjn theSe.fdur areas aré as
follows: k
1. Climate. Adm1n1strat101 trusts the faculty,

etc., ‘and tries to act in ways which cause them to trust

administration. ~Administration would soon learn that fear -
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is one of its worst enemics, for frightened people do funny

things.

t
'

\ : 2. Data Flow. Administration lets people know what's

-\happening, and ask1ng people to let them know what's happen-

ing, even unpleasant things.

3. Goal Formation Process. Administtation wants to
know what they‘(faculty) want, for the organization and for
themselves. Administration works with the faculty to get
their goals approprlately fulfilled.

4. Control. Admlnlstratlon doesn't worry much about
watching peole. 1In a highly trusting, openborganization there
is a self-policing effect. .

One mightvwonder if these attitudes/privileges might
be misused. Gibb (14:301- 302) c1tes an 1nterest1ng example
in a college 51tuat10n The experiment was conducted to
learn to what extent ‘students would accept responsibility for
their own education. Mistrust of students led to all sorts
of controls on attendance, data-gathering activities, and so.
on. However, when ' the students were told that the need for
controls was bred from faculty fear and mistrust based on
some previous exper1ence, the students reacted promptly In
a seven-year period, controls ‘were reduced, groups took over
direction of their own processes, built”in their'oun_attenF
dance norm, .reduced absenteeism to nearly zero, and achieved
their tasks more effectlvely than when they were under .con-

‘trol. o . .

Likert (25:9Z~118], in his book New Patterns of -

Q7 L
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Management, advocates the "linking‘pin",philosnphy. Where
members of one or both groups display an inability to use
gfoup-dccision making Sufficiently well to achieve consensus
in terms of the best interests of all concerned, they are ‘in
i1l probability opérating in System 1. In System 4, this
problem is handled by utilizing the resources of the group in
a "linking pin'" approach of groups, rather than man-ta—man
interaction It requ1res group decision making by consensus
in all work groups, throughout the organlzatzon. '

In essence, what the investigator is suggésting,is'a
}Viable alternative to traditional practice of-college adminis-
tration and governance. The alternative is a model whicﬂ has
as its gbal the development of collaborative re1ationship§
between and éhbng members of the co11é§e commuhity

Is there. a‘choiceV Are there a1ternat1ves9 The ans-
wer to both questions is yes. As an example, in the paSt feQ'
years, a fiye—category scheme (Figure 4) fof handling. inter-
peréonai conflict has beeﬁ—intfoducted by Blake and Mouton.

(7). This scheme is a significant 1mprovement of the 51mp1er

“cooperatlve/competltlve dlchotomy

& . : L
C tin . c T
.8&?§ ompe g . | .vollaLo ating
B égé Compromlsmg“ | | *
§J‘5§ ¢ Avoiding ’ . Accommodating
<  © Attempt to Satisfy Other's Concern
. Y

Figure 4

Handling Interpersonal Conflict
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Jamieson and Thomas (18:32]-335) havc.discussed a

growing body of evidence linking these five conflict schemes
to certain intcrpersonal:and organizational outcomes, e.g.,
others respond with positive effect to the cooporative modes,
that subordinates perceive relations with superiors as pro-
ductive when collaboration is employed and collaboration is
positively related to the integration of efforts within an

organization and to the relative performance of an organiza-

_tion within its industry.

It is recommended that the St. Petersburg Junior
College President call a meeting and set up a diagnostlc team
consisting of his staff (it is in the nature of organiZation
development that most voluntary changes are undertaken w1th
the joint participation of all interested partles)

The team would review the data collected, to adjust

goals 'and recommend further action. Like any tasked oriented

group, this team bu1Id1ng can lead to improved decision maklng..

(Berqu1st 6:198) . -

, What is being recommended is a model. that w1ll develop
the group-to-group 1nterface, and the organlzatlon 1nd1v1dﬁa\\\

3

1nterface
. . <
The process starts with a systematic diagnosis and
analysls 0f ‘the dlagn051s of the problems in the organlzatlon.'
Secondly, these symptoms are translated into a coherent pic-
ture on the basis ‘of which action can he planned and carr1ed .

out w1th a reasonahle assurance that obJectlves w1ll be

achieved. (Lawrence Lorsch 20:85)

39 o
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Il a reasonably vomplete diagnosis is developed, it
will tend to lead to the ncxt necessary steps, that is, it
will help to specify ‘the desired direction of change, while
identifying’ the more promising variables. These variables
should, and can, be altered to allow the organization to move

. in the desired direction.

At this point, it is dangerous to generalize aboutu
the selcction of change methods to be used. For, the proeees
is evalutionafy.‘ ﬁut, a general guideline is that the method
must match the amount of behaV1or .change that is needed to

close the gap in the 51 items. .

It is what. Douglas McGregor (28:190- 196) called the‘
viable strategy managing differences, i.e., working ‘through-
the interpersonal or intefgroup con%litt rather tnan using g
denial or suppression, and is usually planned strategy.
McGregor posited that the process of managing confllct by
worklng through differences--in" contrast ‘to denylng or sup-
pressing them--is complex and d1ff1cu1t. Authentic communi-
catlons, a climate of mutual trust and support within the
group, a genuine respect for differences among the members
are requirements for managlng confllct and dlsagreement in
the interests of effectlve group dec1>10n making. | 0

More recently and possibly more succ1ncf1y, Rlchard-;
son (34: 52 56) stated that W° must 1earn to work_together.... N
to compete effectlvely in the marketplace of hlgher educa- -

tlon, we w111 need to resolvz.our conflict as equitably as

possible and move an to the tasks at hand

o i—r i

40




i. ﬂw._ | ; ; o,

A future study in the form of a 10ng1tud1na1 ana1y51s
ot ‘the St Petersburg Junior College L1kert Prof11e is appro-
priate. Spec1f1ca11y, how reliable are Likert Organizational
Profile scores}over time? In partdcular; the question can-he
asked as to'hou accurate are ‘Likert's Organliation'Profile
scores when used retrospectiuely?‘ Most inuestigaters.who ask
respondents on questionnaires to recall how things were at
some point:in the.past'have no data as to how they really
were. Any future stud; in.6 12 or 18 months can use ‘the
present’ 1nformat1on as a data base Change can be plotted.

But what caused the changeV_ Spécifically, what ef-~
fect d1d each of the planhed or unplanned 1ntervent1ons have.;
~on the change’ , o o N |

Future 1nvest1gators m1ght ask what ‘impact did a
recent union pet1t10n have upon the change7 ‘What 1mpact will
crecent organ1zat1ona1 rea11gnments havelupon change7 Shou1d "
the President res1gn in the foreseeable future, what 1mpact
will this have? | | | | s

Longitudinal studies uill have to respondftdtthesé &
and other questions if the Likert quest10nna1re 1sﬂtc be used

5
as a viable tool for measur1ng organ1zat1ona1 cllmate as seen.

i/

in past, present or future. - , 5
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"~ APPENDIX A L o |
, ’ - ) BT .FORM T

’

PROFILE OF ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

1

This questionnaire was developed for describing the management
system or style used in a company or one of its divisions. o

' In completing the questionnaire, it is important that each’
~individual answer each question as thoughtfully and frankly as possible.
This is not a test; there are no right or wrong answers. The important
thing is*that you answer each question the way ‘you see- things or the .
way you feel .about them. - : o

»

- INSTRUCTIONS

I. On the line below each organizational variable (item), —
please place an ¥ at the point which, in your experience, '
describes your organization at the present time (¥ =-now). R
Treat esch item as a continuous variable from the :

" extreme at one end to that at ‘rh_e'o‘rher.l :

N
.

In addition, if you have been in your organization
one or more Yyears, please also place a P on each |jne

w at the poitt which, in your experience, describes your ..
orsanization as it was-one to two years ago (P =
previously). : IR . :

© 3. lf'you were not in your organization,one or more years
ago, please check here -  and answer as of the '
present time, i.e., answer.only with an N¥.

—

o - ' \ :
DISTRIBUTED BY: Rensis Likert Associates, Inc. . o :
' 630 City Center -Building, Ann Arbor, Michigan "}8108

Copyright (c), 1967 by McGraw=Hill, Inc. Used by permission of McGraw-Hill
Book Company. -Appendix |!|” from The Human Organization:: Its Manage- -
ment and Value by Rensis:Likert. No further reproduction or »

~ distribution authorized. - ' R ‘ Ch
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~ Treat each item as ‘a continuous variable from the ex-
~ treme at one end to that ¢gat the other.

NOTE: Please

49

APPENDIX B
.QSPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS TO RESPONDENTS

"UPPER LEVEL SUPERVISION, FACULTY, AND NON-ADMINISTRA-

TIVE INSTRUCTIONS -

On the line below each organizational Vafiable (item),

‘please place.an "N'"-at the point which, in your exper-
» icnce, describes St. Petersburg Junior College (N=Now).

Treat each item'as a continuous variable from the ex-
treme at one end to that at the other.

In addition, place an "E" (Future) at the point where
you would like St. Petersburg Junior College to be re-
lative to that item. The implication is that you are

personally willing to -help reach that point.

Again, treat each item as a continuous variable from
the extreme at one end to that at the other.

NOTE: Please place your individual énswer between the
"mark(s) as follows: . .
3 ' o Na

FIRST LEVEL SUPERVISION INSTRUCTIONS:

On the line below each organizational variable (item),
plcase place an "N" at the point which, in your exper-
ience, describes St. Petersburg Junior College (N=Now).

-~

IR S ‘ P
In addition, place a "P" (Perceived) on each line at

‘the point which best describes St. Petersburg. Junior

Collcge as perceived by your subordinates. That is,
how do you think the faculty of career .employees.will
answer the itiz. .

place- your individual answer between the
mark(s) as follows: ' ‘

~

LN
UMIVERSITY OF CALIF. |
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